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Only in Washington can a reduction
in an increase be called a cut with a
straight face.

This bill grows spending by 6.7 per-
cent. Almost no American is going to
get an increase in their income this
year, in their salary this year of 6.7
percent. So we said wait, wait, let’s re-
duce the increase. We’re going to have
an increase; every amendment is going
to have an increase. Let’s just reduce
that increase by a tiny amount, by a 3
percent reduction in the increase, or a
1 percent reduction in the increase, or
on this one, one half of one penny on
the dollar. And that’s too radical. And
that’s called a cut.

Well, let’s be honest; it’s not a cut.
None of these are a cut. But it is time
to slow the pace of growth of govern-
ment spending. It is time to slow the
pace of that growth because it imposes
a burden on every single American.
And we are simply standing here, and
I'm proud to stand here, and if some-
body wants to call it a ‘‘fringe group,”’
that’s their choice. But I'm proud to
stand here in defense of the American
taxpayer and not to slash and burn and
cut. There is no cut.

What we’re saying is this side has
proposed spending at an increase of 6.7
percent, almost three times the in-
crease in inflation. We’re simply say-
ing how about take off one half of one
penny.

I think the lady’s amendment is
right, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it.

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Chairman,
may I inquire as to how much time is
remaining.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-
woman from Colorado has 1 minute;
the gentleman from California has 17%
minutes.

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. Mr. Chairman, as I
listen to this discussion tonight, I
think about how varied the Members of
Congress are. There are Members, I
dare say, in this Congress that have
never had a job, particularly a job that
is menial labor.

I grew up in a home where we were
poor, and at the time that was very dif-
ficult; but I look back on that and I'm
happy that I learned to work. I'm
happy, as a parent, that one of the val-
ues that we taught our children was to
work and to work hard.

It was interesting to watch the expe-
rience of my teenagers when they had
their first job outside the home. They
worked really hard. And some of them
had a pay schedule where they got paid
after 2 weeks of work. And to see how
they responded when they got their
first paycheck, because they were star-
tled about how much was taken out of
their paycheck because they were an-
ticipating a certain amount of earn-
ings, and they didn’t get all that
money because they had to pay quite a
bit in taxes. And I just am asking for a
modest restraint here, one half of 1 per-
cent.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
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The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
WEINER). The gentlewoman’s time has
expired.

Mr. SCHIFF. Again, I thank the gen-
tlewoman for offering the amendment
to this bill, as she did to one of the
prior bills, because it really does high-
light the philosophical difference be-
tween the bipartisan majority of the
House and the self-described ‘‘fringe”’
represented by the views we’ve heard
tonight.

What is that philosophical division
between the bipartisan majority and
the Members that we have heard from
this evening? Well, the bipartisan ma-
jority of this House believes that if
we’re going to ensure a stronger Amer-
ica, then we have to make an invest-
ment in that America. But we have to
make the same kind of investment that
our parents made and their parents so
that we can enjoy the prosperity that
we enjoy now; that we can’t simply
say, well, we’re going to let our chil-
dren and our grandchildren fend for
themselves.

The bipartisan majority believes that
that requires a responsible investment
in our roads and our highways; a re-
sponsible investment in our aviation
system; a responsible investment in
our aviation security; a responsible in-
vestment in housing for the elderly, for
the disabled, for those who are in need.
That is a priority of the bipartisan ma-
jority. This is our philosophy.

Now, my friends expressing the mi-
nority view say, well, let’s look at
what the American family would do
when the American family is facing
budgetary pressures. So let’s look at
what the American family would do.
My friends expressing the minority
opinion tonight say they would set
their priorities. Well, that’s absolutely
right, they would set their priorities,
which means they wouldn’t cut every-
thing identically in their lives, which
is just what the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment would do. It would cut everything
across the board.

The American family, when they’re
facing a fiscal constraint, doesn’t say,
we’re going to cut our medicine equal-
ly, we’re going to cut our food equally,
we’re going to cut our essentials equal-
ly with how we cut cable TV, was one
illustration given by my friends in the
minority. No. They don’t say we’re
going to cut the necessities the same
amount we’re going to cut the luxuries.
They prioritize.

But my friends in the minority, with
their across-the-board cuts, don’t
prioritize. And so they do make cuts,
real cuts, not like my friend from Ari-
zona claimed, which is, unfortunately,
not correct. My friend from Arizona
just claimed that nothing is really cut
in the across-the-board amendment.
But the reality is there are a great
many things that are cut, real cuts,
that don’t have an increase in the bill
sufficient to offset what the gentle-
woman’s amendment would cut.

So what are some of the real cuts the
gentlewoman is proposing tonight? She
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is proposing real cuts to the number of
critical safety staff in aviation, safety
staff that deals with the Office of
Flight Standard and Aircraft Certifi-
cation. They would be real cuts. Not
cuts in growth, but real cuts, fewer
people doing the safety inspections for
our aircraft. Is that what the American
family would choose to do when they’re
faced with a fiscal constraint? Would
they choose to cut things that have the
effect of making their families less
safe? I don’t think that’s where they
would look for the cuts.

What other real cuts has the gentle-
woman been advocating? She’s advo-
cating real cuts in emergency response
training for hazardous material trans-
portation. That’s a real cut the gentle-
woman is advocating.

She is also advocating cuts in Native
American housing grants. Is the gen-
tlewoman prepared to tell the Native
Americans back in her State that she
favors real cuts to their housing assist-
ance? I will be willing to yield on that
question if the gentlewoman is ready
to say, not hide behind an across-the-
board amendment, but is ready to say
to the Native Americans in her State,
I support real cuts to your housing.

I will yield if the gentlewoman would
like to respond to that question. Is the
gentlewoman prepared to say, yes, I'm
advocating tonight real cuts to the
American housing in my State?

I yield to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado.

Mrs. MUSGRAVE. What I would like
to say to the citizens in the Fourth
District in Colorado is that I'm very
willing to take the increase from a 6.7
to a 6.2 percent increase.

Mr. SCHIFF. Well, I yielded the time
to the gentlewoman, but she did not
answer the question. Evidently she
wasn’t willing to tell the Native Amer-
ican population in her home State she
is proposing an amendment to cut their
housing tonight. She is willing to hide
behind an across-the-board amend-
ment, but is not willing to tell them di-
rectly what the effect of that amend-
ment is.

The gentlelady’s amendment would
also cut, in very real terms, homeless
assistance grants.

Now, let’s get back to that philo-
sophical difference between the bipar-
tisan majority and the minority here
tonight. One of my colleagues, my col-
league from New Jersey, said, well, the
American family has to make tough
choices. And maybe they need to make
the choice that not all of their kids can
go to college. Well, that’s the philo-
sophical view of the minority opinion
we hear tonight. Maybe the American
family needs to make the choice that
not all of their kids can go to college.

Well, the philosophical view of the
bipartisan majority is that every child
in America that wants to go to college
should have the ability to go to col-
lege, notwithstanding whether they are
rich or poor. That’s our philosophy.
And that’s why we increased support in
the Labor-HHS bill which, again, the



